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MISCELLANEOUS BILLS 





TUESDAY, MARCH 31, 1955 


Unirep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:40 a. m., in room 212, 
Senate Office Building. 

Present: Senators Russell (chairman), Johnson of Texas, Kefauver, 
Stennis, Symington, Saltonstall, Bridges, Flanders, Smith of Maine, 
Duff, and Welker. 

Also present: William H. Darden, of the committee staff. 


H. R. 2581 (H. R. 3761)—Nationat Apvisory CoMMITTEE FOR 
AERONAUTICS CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Chairman Russeuu. Senator Stennis has a memorandum before me 
advising me that we have a bill from a subcommittee ready for report. 

Senator Srennis. Yes, Mr. Chairman, and members of the com- 
mittee. We have a printed hearing here which I think it would be well 
to place before each member of this committee. 

I call your attention to page 7, the top thereof, where the facilities 
involved in this authorization program are listed. Now, this is all an 
authorization program for the National Advisory Committee for Aero- 
nautics. We were all very much impressed with Dr. Dryden who ap- 
peared before the committee. 

This is a highly technical program. I have a very brief statement 
that touches the high spots and while you are looking at those installa- 
tions and the estimated cost, I will read it. By the way, the House 
passed this program in 2 bills. They withdrew one, and are now 
willing to combine the two, H. R. 2581 and the one they pulled out, 
H. R. 3761. 

By far the most important item in this program is the one authoriz- 
ing the construction of a component research facility for nuclear pro- 
pulsion at the Lewis Flight Propulsion Laboratory in Cleveland. ‘This 
item, in the amount of $4,850,000, was separated from the NAGA 
construction bill by the House committee and made the subject of 
further hearings to determine the relationship of this facility to the 
activities under the control of the Atomic Energy Commission. 

The subcommittee received testimony that the Atomic Energy 
Commission and the military departments endorse the construction ‘of 
this facility and that it has been fully coordinated with activities 
related to this field. 

I want to be perfectly candid in saying that we are in a sense approv- 
ing this authorization on faith. A profound understanding of the 
significance of the items comprising this bill requires a competence in 
physics and aerodynamics that is not ordinarily expected of Members 
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of Congress. The subcommittee did go over the items to the limit 
of its knowledge and I believe that all members of this committee have 

been favorably impressed by the earnestness and competence of Dr. 

Dryden and his associates on NACA. I am sure that no member of 
the committee needs to be persuaded of the importance of air power in 
our present national defense plans. The subcommittee is convinced 
that the research conducted under the auspices of the NACA has a 
measurable effect on our air strength. We recommend the reporting 
of this bill as it has been amended in the subcommittee. 

Now, the only amendment the subcommittee made was putting the 
bills back together, recommending that the program be made one. 
I think that covers the highlights of it. We considered the proposition 
of concentrating such an important item as this expanded program so 
near a large city, a target spot there at Cleveland, Ohio, but they gave 
us satisfactory reasons that it had to be continued in that vicinity. 

Senator WeL_kKer. Mr. Chairman, may | interrogate? I understood 
the Atomic Energy Commission was going out to Arco, Idaho. For 
some unknown reasons, reactor stations are now coming out all over 
the country, without any change of legislation whatsoever. Now 
there are probably good reasons, “but since the Nautilus submarine, a 
highly technical nuclear device, was perfected in Arco, Idaho, and 
certainly that is completely safe from anything—if one can hit 
anything out there they are pretty good—but I am surely worried 
with respect to the placing of these “highly technical and expensive 
installations, and which will probably be one of the first target spots 
should hostilities break out, in large industrial areas 

Senator Srennis. Well, I appreciate the Senator’s comments. 
I did not know about the Idaho situation. We did not go into that. 
It didn’t come up in connection with this bill, but we did make 
inquiries about this situation out at Cleveland. I don’t remember 
whether that was put on or off the record. On page 15—the bottom of 
page 15 here—there was some taken up, but I am sorry I don’t have 
anything that would give the Senator any more information about 
Idaho. 

Senator SaLronstTaLu. Mr. Chairman, would the Senator yield for a 
question? 

Chairman Russe.iu. Will the Senator from Mississippi yield to 
Senator Saltonstall? 

Senator SALTONSTALL. In connection with the question of the 
Senator from Idaho, isn’t it true that this is one of these supersonic 
tunnels and that we authorized in the. past 2 or 3 years several of 
the supersonic tunnels? 

Senator STENNIS. Yes. 

Senator SaALronsTALL. Now, my question to you was going to be 
before Senator Welker asked his, and that is in connection with nuclear 
research. Are the supersonic tunnels that we have already authorized 
available? Can they be used? Are they physically the same thing, 
or do they have to have a special tunnel for nuclear, and if there is a 
special tunnel for nuclear, I assume the purpose of putting it in Cleve- 
land is because all aeronautical research is in Cleveland or around 
Langley Field. Can you answer the question as to whether super- 
sonic tunnels can be used for nuclear as well as others? 

Senator Srennis. I think so, but it requires additional extensions 
and greater speed. They are always expanding and extending. It 
has gotten to where it is now powerful opposition here. 
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Mr. Darven. Mr. Chairman, this is not a tunnel as such. Itisa 
self-contained facility for this specific purpose and it isn’t intended to 
be utilized in connection with the propulsion problem itself, but more 
with the effects of the nuclear radiation on the materials that will go 
in the engine and the airframes. 

Senator SaLToNsTALL. I see. Itisn’t a testing of a speed tunnel? 

Senator Weixer. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will yield, don’t 
you suppose they did the same thing out at Arco, Idaho, on the 
Nautilus? 

Mr. Darpen. I am sorry. I don’t know the answer to that ques- 
tion, Senator Welker. 

Senator WELKER. I believe I take judicial notice that if they wanted 
to test the reaction of the nuclear fissionable materials of an airplane, 
they could certainly do it in a submarine or bicycle or anything else. 

Senator STENNIS. Here is a typical question here about the tunnels. 
Now, at the top of page 6, Dr. Dryden says in answer to a question: 

The other items are at the Lewis Flight Propulsion Laboratory. The first item 
at Lewis is the conversion of the 8 by 6 foot propulsion tunnel to transonic opera- 
tion. 

That is characteristic of the projects where they work these tunnels 
over, but Senator Welker, your question there, I don’t have the 
technical information so that I could answer your question. 

Senator WeLkrer. Mr. Chairman, if I could make this observation: 
As I understand it, one of the original atomic testing grounds came to 
Arco, Idaho, for the sole and simple purpose of its impossibility of 
being struck in the event of war because nothing is centered out there. 
Now, if they are going to drop something heavy, they are going to get 
not only your testing laboratory here in C leveland, but they will get 
other giant industries there as well. I hope to make that clear. 

Senator Stennis. I think you have a very pertinent aneyuir, y and the 
subject we went into some, but most of these items here are additional 
facilities for the programs that are already in effect. 

I remember we particularly questioned this about Cleveland, such a 
target spot there, but it is a facility they say has to be there where 
they have these other research facilities. 

Senator Weixer. Mr. Chairman, once again, let me say—— 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Stennis. I think your point is very timely. There is one 
other question, if | may bring it up now, Mr. Chairman. We went 
into the proposition about the Atomic Energy Commission and NACA 
working together and being in unison on these programs and we were 
completely satisfied on that. 

Chairman Russretit. How about the Air Force, Senator Stennis? 
Have they stopped this duplication? They were doing parallel work 
for years. The taxpayers were paying for it at one place under the 
Air Force, and at another place under this group. 

Senator Stennis. We will doubtless continue to have some of that. 
Page 13 here shows the letters from the Assistant Secretary of Defense, 
Mr. Quarles. As you will remember, he is the Assistant Secretary 
for Research and Development, and at the bottom of the page is the 
beginning of the letter from Mr. Strauss, Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. 

Now, on these duplications, their explanation of that, whatever 
duplication existed, the representation was that that had been reduced 
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greatly; that whatever duplications there were now was common to a 
field of scientific endeavor along those lines; that it couldn’t be 
absolutely a line drawn. One program or one experiment would 
extend and overlap with the others. 

Chairman Russgxu. All of this had already passed the House except 
the nuclear activity, or has that passed also? 

Senator Stennis. That is on the House Calendar. The committee 
passed it. 

Chairman RussgE.u. I don’t see it had passed. I see the Clerk 
approved the other bills. 

Senator Stennis. The committee has approved it and let us know 
that it will be all right for them to put it back in the bill. 

Chairman Russe.u. Senator Stennis, what do you suggest? Do 
you wish to go through this matter now, or do you want to split the 
bill back up and leave out that which does not involve the nuclear ac- 
tivity or do you wish to postpone it and look into the matter further? 

Senator Stennis. Well, of course the subcommittee will be at the 
pleasure of the committee, Mr. Chairman, but I feel that we have gone 
about as far as we can go with it, unless you really want to go to con- 
sideration of the wisdom of the location of this. Their testimony 
was that they needed this and it was needed at this place. Theirmain 
reason is set forth in part here at the bottom of page 15. The sub- 
stance of their reason was that they just needed it in connection with 
their other facilities and their other activities there, that did center 
around Cleveland, particularly, at the bottom of page 15: 

We have a consultant group recommended by the AEC studying the matter of 
sites. We hope that it will be in the vicinity of Cleveland. 

There is grave doubt in my mind that it can be put on the site of the Lewis 
Laboratory. So the bill contains a provision to acquire not to exceed 500 acres 
of land, 

Senator SALTONSTALL, Would the Senator yield? 

Senator Stennis. Be very glad to. 

Senator SatronstaLut. Mr. Chairman, would it injure anything to 
hold this up for, say, a week or 2 weeks, so we could look into the 
question Senator Welker asked? 

Senator Srennis. Not for a reasonable time, I don’t think it would 
at all. 

Senator We.ker. Mr. Chairman, I want to make the record clear 
that Iam not trying to delay this. I am all in favor of this investiga- 
tion. In answer to the Senator’s last statement, that it is needed in 
connection with other activities around Cleveland, it seems to me it 
would be one of the best arguments why the Communists should hit 
Cleveland the first time, and I would certainly appreciate, and I don’t 
want to delay, but Senator Saltonstall suggested we might go into 
this—but I want to be reasonable. I want to be fair. We have a 
great installation out there, thousands and thousands of acres of land 
where a jackrabbit couldn’t exist and I have flown in and about the 
place many times and it is hard to see Areo, Idaho. I am sure that 
we can all get together, in a spirit of cooperation. We are all united 
in this effort. 

Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, the committee wouldn’t object 
at all to going back into this if the committee wants to. 

Chairman Russe... It seems to me, if we aren’t going to take action 
today, the proper course would be to have one of the committee staff 
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submit the questions propounded by Senator Welker to the Depart- 
ment of Defense and to this National Advisory Committee for Aero- 
nauties and let them submit a written statement and pass that on to 
Senator Welker and see if his objections are cured or answered, and if 
they are not, we can have further hearings on it. It will take that 
course. Is that agreeable with you, Senator Stennis? 

Senator STENNIS. Entirely. 

Chairman Russeuu. Senator Welker? 

Senator Weiker. Yes, sir; it is very sound. 

Chairman Russe.u. In case Senator Welker does withdraw 
objections and notify Senator Stennis to that effect, would there be 
any objection to reporting the bill on the part of any member of the 
committee? 

Senator Durr. Mr. Chairman, if I may, in view of the testimony 
that has been made before this committee from time to time, the 
enormous destruction of a single bomb, I think it has come around 
to the place where we ought to give really serious consideration to the 
necessity of dispersal both in military and industrial installations im 
this country. 


His 


We have the greatest targets as the result of concentration and 
unless we are willing to modify in some degree our continuing to con- 
centrate, at the time when concentration is our ereatest d 


langer, we 
are allowing one of the most essential dangers of our situation to go 


unheeded at a time when it is being inconspicuous. 

Chairman RusseE.u. I recall, Senator Duff, right after the first 
atomic committee was created here. It so happened I was a member 
of that committee. It was agreed one of the first steps to take to 
defend this country was to have a great dispersal, a widespread dis- 
persal of all of the various industrial units that produce the weapons 
that are essential to our defense and, indeed, the commodities that 
are essential to our existence as a people. 

Somehow, that has all been shuttled to the background. You 
never hear anything about it now, yet they have increased the power 
and destructive force of the atomic weapon by several hundred times. 
They have still further neglected this idea of dispersal. I think it is 
something that the Congress could, of course, take the lead on, but it 
is going to involve such enormous expenses that without all the 
branches of government sharing in the program, | don’t think you can 
possibly get it across. 

I imagine that Senator Kefauver, who has been conducting some 
hearings on the question of civilian defense, and being chairman of 
that subcommittee, has had some testimony on that. I haven’t been 
able to follow all of the subecommittee’s hearings. 

Senator Durr. Mr. Chairman, isn’t it true the more the danger 
increases, the less attention we are paying to it? 

Chairman Russet. Undoubtedly. That is what I just said. As 
we increase the power of the bomb, the talk about dispersal subsides. 

Senator Kerauver. Mr. Chairman, I think the observations and 
comments of Senator Duff are very pertinent and tremendously im- 
portant. 

We did have before our Civil Defense Subcommittee, Dr. Flemming, 
who testified as to what progress had been made and the progress 
that has been made has been largely the result of the rapid amortiza- 
tion provisions. They were on the basis of moving out 30 miles. 
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He suggested, in a report which our subcommittee is preparing: 
we wanted to pose the whole question to the committee—Dr. 
Flemming suggested there should immediately be established by 
congressional enactment a so-called Hoover type report—the com- 
mittee to make a study of the entire problem, what could be done and 
what methods could be followed to get dispersal of our industry. Of 
course, it involves also the question of tax space for our cities. They 
have grown up on the basis of getting taxes from these industries 
inside the city limits. You find in some cases it also involves the 
railroad facilities. It is a tremendously big problem. 

Chairman Russe.u. Of course, any real program of dispersal will 
have a tremendous impact on our economy, of our cities and our 
States, and even on our way of life. It’s just a question of that impact 
or the impact of an H-bomb on the cities where all of them are 
concentrated. 

Senator We_ker. Mr. Chairman, I want to make this observation 
with respect to the Arco project. There is no question of transporta- 
tion. The State of Idaho who built the road—the Union Pacifie with 
the assistance of the Atomic Energy Commission, to this desolate, 
out-of-the.world-arez 

Senator Kerauver. Mr. Chairman, will there be a committee 
meeting next week? 

Chairman Russeutu. I assume there will not be a meeting next 
week if we take the recess for the Easter holiday. 

Senator Kerauver. In that following meeting in connection with 
as to what the procedure of Congress was. We think it might be 
followed in connection with that and pending that time, we could have 
prepared a resolution and bills setting up the different types of pro- 
posals for action by the whole committee then, if you wish. 

Chairman Russe.ti. We will be very glad to discuss that with you 
and I don’t know of any reason at this time why we couldn’t consider 
it then, but I wouldn’t want to say specifically it can be done. 

Senator Stennis. I understand Senator Welker is going to confer 
with the staff and they will frame those questions and get them to Dr. 
Dryden and the Department of Defense and then get it back to the 
subcommittee? 

Chairman Russexu. After he has seen the statements of the Na- 
tional Advisory Committee for Aeronautics and the Department of 
Defense. 

If he wishes to withdraw his objections, the bill will be reported. 
If he does not, we will have to give that matter further consideration. 

Senator Stennis. Fine. Thank you. 


S. 1137—To Extenp tHe AUTHORITY FOR THE ENLISTMENT OF 
ALIENS IN THE Rea@uLarR ARMY 


Chairman Russseuu. This bill is recommended by the Department 
of Defense and is sponsored by the Department of the Army. The 
bill proposes to extend for 2 years the authority provided by the 
Lodge Act of 1950 for the enlistment of aliens in the Regular Army, 
and members of the committee will recall the very violent controversy 
that raged, not only in the committee, but in the Congress, as to 
whether the Lodge Act should have been adopted. The Lodge provi- 
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sion—there was considerable speculation at that time as to whether 
it would be successful. Some people.thought it would lend great. 
strength to our fighting forces to have these aliens in the service and 
others thought it would be a fruitful field for subversion. 

I hope the Army witness, who is General Booth, is prepared to 
explain to this committee whether this law is being extended because 
it has material value to the defense of the United States or whether 
it is a routine matter of whether you still want to play with this 
matter of having these aliens in the armed services. 

General Booth is the principal witness and is accompanied by Maj. 
R. 5S. Beightler and Lt. Col. G. A. Rigely. You may proceed, General 
Booth. 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. DONALD P. BOOTH, DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
CHIEF OF STAFF, G-1, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


General Boorn. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, I am Gen. Donald P. 
Booth, Deputy Assistant Chief of Staff, G-1, Department of the Army. 
The Department of the Army has been designated as the representa- 
tive of the Department of Defense for this legislation, and I represent 
the Department of the Army for that purpose. 

Under authority contained in the law, it has been possible to procure 
enlistees for the Regular Army from among the vast displaced alien 
population in certam areas of the world. These men are of great 
value under current conditions and would be of considerably greater 

value in the event of war. Although few in number, they constitute 
an important segment of our enlisted strength because of ‘their native 
fluency of foreign languages. 

In addition, they possess an intimate knowledge of specific foreign 
areas of the world as well as a thorough understanding of the psy- 
chology of the civilian population. These attributes are so rare as 
to be virtually unobtainable in native Americans. 

In the event of war, such persons would be in great demand for 
service in the combat units, as well as in higher command echelons. 
Some of these men have been trained in foreign armies, but their 
overall value will be considerably enhanced by further training in the 
United States Army coupled with a thorough understanding of the 
American. way of life. 

The alien enlistment program has been in existence some 4% years. 
Considering the number enlisted during this period, it might be argued 
that we have not been too successful in our procurement efforts as 
we are considerably below the 12,500 authorization contained in the 
law. However, from its inception, the primary emphasis has been 
on quality and special ability of persons procured rather than on 
quantity. Accordingly, the persons obtained under the program 
have been individuals who have the potential of becoming officers 
and noncommissioned officers. In addition to the emphasis on qual- 
ity, great care has been taken to insure the strictest possible security 
screening. The care with which this process has been accomplished 
has had an effect upon the number of enlistees obtained to date. 

Two weeks ago, a total of 8,767 applications had been received 
from aliens since enactment of Public Law 597, from which 870 persons 
had been enlisted. Positive steps are being taken to stimulate addi- 
tional procurement under the program. In this connection certain 
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sources Which were previously unavailable to the Army have been 
opened up recently, and other areas are being explored with the view 
to exploitation. We are optimistic that we shall continue to procure 
additional numbers of high caliber personnel and we strongly urge 
enactment of this legislation which will permit the continuation of 
this important program. 

| would like to say and to stress some of the points I have brought 
up, that | have just read from my prepared statement. ‘The purpose 
of this law is not to develop a mercenary force or a foreign legion of 
any sort, nor is there intent to use the authority as a source of man- 
power for increase in Army strength; but to obtain a selective and 
carefully screened special corps who are not available from among 
United States citizens that we ordinarily get in the service, and it is 
quality we desire rather than quantity. 

The fact that we have an authorization of 12,500 as an upper 
ceiling is not in any way intended to be a goal that we have exceeded. 

Chairman Russeuu. I supported this provision when it was origi- 
nally introduced. I did think, however, you would be able, in a 
period of 5 years, to get more than 800 people in. The way you dis- 
cuss it here, it seems to me it ought to be part of CIA rather than the 
Department of Defense. I thought we were going to have a large 
number of people, primarily those who had had some military training 
in the homelands, who, in case of war, would be tremendously helpful, 
not only from the standpoint of geography and location of defense 
industry and psychology of the people, but to actually perhaps take 
over and handle any dissident elements in the country. 

It seems to me that 800 in 5 years is might few people. I realize 
the value of them and know you have to screen them very carefully 
to avoid having them slip enemy agents in. 

You say you are going to renew your efforts here. Do you mean 
you are going to try to get some people under this program—positive 
steps are being taken to stimulate additional procurement? 

General Booru. Yes, Mr. Chairman, the provisions of the law 
require that the Secretary of State approve the program and the 
areas from which—those areas which have just recently been extended. 
We have just recently opened up a new segment of the program 
which we think will be extremely valuable to us and we think it will 
be a shame not to extend this law for another 2 years so we can con- 
tinue with this program and get what we estimate to be very valuable 
people in any future conflict. 

Chairman Russe.u. Heretofore, the Department of Defense has 
asked for the right to recruit and enlist from certain areas and that 
has been vetoed by the Department of State. 

General Boorn. The ] ’ iw requires that the Department of State 

Chairman Russexu. I realize that. 

General Booru. They Ned had some areas in the world where 
they were a little reluctant to give their approval because of various 
repercussions that might occur and they have just now opened up 
some new areas where we can obtain the displaced persons. 

Senator SALTonsTaLL. I was looking at the act, General Booth. 
How many, if any, of these people who have been enlisted for 5 years 
have accepted reenlistment? 

General Boorn. The program hasn’t been going 5 years. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. So that no one has completed his term of 
enlistment yet. 
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General Booru. That is right. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Well, there must be some, then, that are 
pretty near through; aren’t there? 

General Boorn. There are some in the earliest group that were 
enlisted who will be coming to the end of: their 5 vears within the 
next year. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. And do you know if they want to become 
citizens? 

General Boor. Oh, ves. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. They are. 

General Boorn. All of them want to become citizens. One of the 
provisions of the screening is the relatively high motivation to become 
a good American citizen. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. What are the nationalities? Can you give 
us the percentages of various nationalities involved? 

General Boorn. | have that on a classified basis and I would be 
glad to give it to you in executive session, if I may. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. All right. Well, if there was some resistance 
in the committee to extending this act as it is with 12,500 and you 
have only taken in 870, why couldn’t we cut the amount down and 
extend it? Why wouldn’t that be a good thing to do? 

General Booru. We have no objection to your cutting the amount 
down. The amount originally was advocated as some 25,000 when 
the bill was first advocated in 1950. One-tenth of that was approved 
in the original law when it was passed in 1950, and it was extended to 
increase by 10,000, making it 12,500 two years ago when the law was 
extended. 

We have no objection to cutting the program to a lesser number. 

Chairman Russevu. Senator Johnson? 

Senator Jounson. No questions. 

Chairman RussE.u. Senator Flanders? 

Senator FLANDERS. No questions. 

Chairman Russe... Senator Kefauver? 

Senator Kerauver. General Booth, can you tell us—it is pertinent 
in connection with the cutting down of the number—roughly how 
many you expect to have in the service by the end of 1957; that is 
the time this extension would expire, June 30, 1957. 

General Boorn. It would be purely a guess. I would say that it 
would be probably 1,250. 

Senator Kerauver. That is all, Mr. Chairman 

Chairman Russe.u. Senator Smith? 

Senator Smirn. No questions. 

Chairman Russe.u. Senator Stennis? 

Senator Stennis. How many of these men are commissioned 
officers, General? 

General Boorn. One so far has been commissioned. We have one 
who was assigned to a unit that went to Korea. He performed ex- 
tremely well in Korea and was sent to officer candidate school for 
artillery and was commissioned from there. 

Senator Stennis. Can you give us something on the nationality? 
I don’t mean a complete breakdown. 

General Boorn. I can give you his name. 

Senator Stennis. I don’t mean his nationality. You have quite a 
few Germans in this? 
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General Boorn. No Germans. 

Senator SteNNis. Where do you get them from, primarily? 

General Booru. We have no Germans nor do we have any of the 
nationalities of our NATO allies. We have not gone out to try to 
recruit. 

Senator Wreitxer. What was that again? No Germans and no 
NATO? 

General Boorn. No NATO allies. 

Senator Srennis. Well, that leaves South America, Canada, 
and 

Senator FLANDERS. Eastern Europe, and Asia. 

General Boorn. The bulk of these people are displaced persons. 

Senator Stennis. That is what I gathered. That is all, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Chairman Russe.u. Senator Duff? 

Senator Durr. Those areas are the most difficult to get infor- 
mation from. 

General Booru. Yes sir. They have the language capability and 
knowledge of terrain and customs that we are not able to get from 
our allies. 

Chairman Russe.u. Senator Welker? 

Senator Weker. Is it classified? Can you tell us who does the 
screening of these individuals, of these prospective soldiers? 

General Booru. So far, all the enlistments of these soldiers have 
been carried on in the United States Zone of Germany and the screen- 
ing is done by military personnel on duty in the United States Army 
in Germany. 

Senator Weiker. I have no further questions at this time, but Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to make this observation that before we act on 
this, | would like to hear the general in executive session. 

Chairman Russe.u. Very well. Thank you, General. We will 
hear from you later in executive session. 

Senator Smira. Mr. Chairman, if it is in order, I would like to ask 
you to take up a buiill. 

Chairman Rvusseuu. Very well. 


5. 1600—To Provine Tuar Leave AccruED BY MEMBERS OF THE 
ArMED Forces WuiLte Hep As Prisoners or War IN KOREA 
SHALL Not Be Countrep In DeTERMINING THE Maximum AMOUNT 
or Leave Wuicu Torey May AccumMvuLaTe or Have to THEIR 
CREDIT 


Senator Smirx. | would appreciate the committee favorably 
reporting out this morning 8. 1600, a bill to provide individual pay 
for Korean war prisoners. 

Chairman Russpiu. You have copies of the bill? 

Senator Smiru. It is the same bill the committee passed last year. 
The bill was introduced by Senator Payne and myself. There are a 
few technical changes in the bill that meet the requirements—Tech- 
nical changes to meet the requirements. 

Chairman Russe_u. You may proceed and explain the bill, Senator. 
I am not familiar with it. You introduced this bill yesterday, didn’t 
you? 

Senator SmirH. Senator Payne and I introduced it last year. 
The committee approved it. The Senate passed it. The House did 
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not. There are two technical changes made to meet the request of 
the Department of Defense and the House Armed Services Committee. 

[t simply takes care of the war prisoners of Korea in the same way 
it does other prisoners. 

Chairman Russet. You mean it extends to those who were 
prisoners in Korea, rights and benefits and privileges extended to 
those prisoners in World Wars I and II? 

Senator Smirx. That is right. 

Chairman Russe.u. Did the Department recommend it last year, 
Senator? 

Senator SmirxH. Yes, with this technical change. 

Senator SaLronstaLL. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question 
of Mrs. Smith re S. 1600. 

On line 16, page 2, why not strike the words ‘‘on or before January 
22, 1954,”’ and simply leave it that ‘‘any member of the Armed Forces 
who, (1) was interned in a foreign country, (2) had an opportunity to 
be repatriated, and (3) did not accept re patriation”’? 

Why put in the date January 22, 1954, because something might 
come up in the future; and it would seem that taking it out would not 
hurt the act anyway, to make that act apply to anybody who might 
come within that category, rather than limiting it by that date. 

Senator Smiru. I have no objection. That was a suggestion made 
by the Department; is that not true, General Mudge? 

Mr. Muper. I think that is true. 

Senator Smirx. I have no objection. 

Chairman Russetu. Why did they put that January date in there, 
do you know, General Mudge? 

Mr. Munger. It was a safeguard. I do not recall exactly why. 

Chairman Russeuu. If Senator Smith has no objection, we will 
eliminate the date. 

Senator Smiru. All right. 

Chairman Russeuu. Is there any objection to reporting the bill? 

If there is no objection, Senator Smith will report the bill. 


S. 800—To Rerprat THE Act or JANUARY 19, 1929 (Cu. 86, 45 Star. 
1090), EntitLep “An Act To Limit tHe Dare or Fitinc Ciaims 
FOR RETAINER Pay” 


Chairman Russetu. We have another bill here, S. 800, relating to 
payments of retainer pay to Navy and Marine reservists. The De- 
partment of Defense insists that this law is no longer applicable or 
necessary and should be repealed. 

The departmental witness is Col. William W. Stickney, of the 
United States Marine Corps. Come around, Colonel Stickney. 

Colonel Sticknny. I am Col. William Stickney, Deputy Director 
of the Marine Corps Reserve, Office of the Commandant of the 
Marine Corps. 

The Department of Navy has been designated by the Department 
of Defense in this legislation, and I represent that Department. I 
have prepared a statement and I also have a letter—a copy of a letter— 
from the Acting Comptroller General of the United States, under date 
of January 27, 1953, in which he states that he has no objection to 
having this repealed. I understand there is a witness present who will 
affirm that he is of that opinion. 
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Ihe letter referred to is as follows: ) 


My Dear Mr. Secretary: There has come to my attention a letter dated 
Ap! 8, 1952, file reference P:WGM:erk—Al3, addressed to the Director of 
Personnel of this office by the Field Branch, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, 





requesting an estimate by this Office of the savings resulting from the adminis- 
trative adoption of a suggestion by an employee of the Field Branch Special 
Payments Division that uniform gratuity claims by naval reservists be denied by 
the Bureau of Naval Personnel, instead of being referred to the Field Branch of 
the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts to be transmitted to the Claims Division 

this Office for settlement, in cases where it appeared to the Bureau of Nava 
Personnel that payment was barred by the statute of limitation. 

Section 2 of the act of January 19, 1929 (45 Stat. 1090, as amended; 34 U.S. C 
771), provides in material part as follows: 

“No advance payment to assigned members of the Fleet Reserve or Marine 
( Reserve, no payment of compensation for the performance of drills, equiva- 

t truction or duty, appropriate duty or for administrative functions, nor 
any payment for uniform gratuity accruing to members of the Naval Reserve 

Marine Corps Reserve subsequent to July 1, 1925, shall be made upon any 


clai inless such claim shall have been filed with the General Accounting Office 


thin three years from the expiration of the quarter in which the right to such 
pa ent accrued shitty 
he statute specifically bases the limitation on the date such claims are filed 


this Office and this Office has had to deny many uniform gratuity claims, 
otherwise valid and properly pavable, because they were not filed here within the 
. t . . 


pulated times, including a number of such claims which had been received in 
Na Department within the 3 vears but which had not been forwarded to 
Office within that time To determine the expiration date requires a pre- 
determination of the date on which “the right to such payment accrued,” and that 
turn depends on various antecedent facts and records which may be missing, 


erlooked, misunderstood, or misapplied. Also, the running of the limitation 
1av have been interrupted under section 205 of the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil 


‘ 


Relief Act of 1940 (54 Stat. 1181, as amended, 50 U. 8. C., War Appendix, 525 


It the claim be timely filed with this Office, the claimant’s right is then secure 
to have all these matters adequately developed and considered and reconsidered, 
if necessary, so that he may receive the amount justly due him; whereas, should 
the Navy Department, through inadvertence or otherwise, erroneously deny any 
such claims on a mistaken assumption that the time had expired, the claimants 
may be unjustly deprived of the amounts legally due them by the subsequent 
expiration of the time limitation, unless, perchance, disregarding such adminis- 
trative action, they should resubmit their claims directly to this Office before the 
time actually expires 

The 3-year statute of limitations on such claims by naval reservists was enacted 
in 1929 when there was no general statute of limitations on the filing of claims in 
this Office. There is no counterpart of such statute applicable to the Reserve 
personnel of other armed services, but a general 10-year statute of limitations on 
the filing of claims in this Office was subsequently enacted. See the act of Octo- 
ber 9, 1940 (54 Stat. 1061, 31 U. 8. C. 71a). There appears to be no sound 
reason for a continuance of the 3-year limitation on the Naval Reserve claims 
covered by the said prior act of January 19, 1929, and this Office perceives no 
objection to a repeal of that statute, so that this category of claims, the same 
as other similar military claims and other claims generally, would be subject only 
to the 10-year limitation in the 1940 act. So long as the 1929 act remains in 
effect, however, it is the view of this Office that all claims subject thereto which 
may be received in the Navy Department and which, prima facie, may appear 
to be barred by the 1929 act, or on which payment is not clearly due or which 
possibly may be barred before administrative payment thereon may be com- 
pleted, should be transmitted immediately to the Claims Division of this Office 
for disposition, that there may be established here the earliest possible filing dates 
to protect the rights of the claimants and to prevent a miscarriage of justice in 
those cases where it may be found that such claims had actually been filed on time 
or in which the time might expire before received in this Office. In doubtful 
cases, the doubt should be resolved in favor of immediate transmittal to this 
Office, to save such rights as the claimant may have. 

For such reasons, this Office has not attempted to comply with the request of 
the Field Branch for an estimate of any possible savings resulting here from the 
changed procedures, the orderly protection of the claimants’ legal rights in such 
cases appearing clearly to transcend the importance of any savings actually to be 
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realized. It may be noted, however, that at least some part of the anticipated 
savings in your Department may be realized by having the Bureau of Naval 
Personnel transmit the claims in question directly to the Claims Division of this 
Office rather than through the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, since in some 
such cases there may appear adequate grounds to deny the claims here without 
further administrative investigation and reports, but with the claimants’ rights to 
further consideration then being safeguarded if the claim actually was filed on 
time in this Office. 
Sincerely yours, 
E. J. FisHer, 
Acting Comptroller General of the United States. 


Colonel Stickney. I can read this statement or give you the nut- 
shell version. 

Chairman Russe. Suppose we have the statement printed in the 
record, and you can explain the bill to us very briefly. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Cox. Witi1am W. Stickney, Unirep States Marine Corps 
RESERVE 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Col. William W. Stickney, 
Deputy Director, Marine Corps Reserve, Office of the Commandant of the 
Marine Corps. 

S. 800 proposes the repeal of the act of January 19, 1929, relating to the time 
limit on filing claims for pay with the General Accounting Office by certain 
members of the Fleet Reserve, the Naval Reserve, and the Marine Corps Reserve. 

The act of January 19, 1929 (ch. 86, 45 Stat. 1090; 34 U. 8S. C. 771, 772), con- 
sisted of three sections. Section 1 related to claims of members of the Naval 
Reserve Force and the Marine Corps Reserve for retainer pay which accrued 
prior to July 1, 1925, and is no longer effective. 

Section 2 established a 3-year statute of limitations on claims for advance 
payment by assigned members of the Fleet Reserve or Marine Corps Reserve, 
and on claims for compensation for the performance of drills, equivalent instruc- 
tion or duty, appropriate duty, or for administrative functions, and for uniform 
gratuity accruing to members of the Naval Reserve or Marine Corps Reserve 
subsequent to July 1, 1925. 

Section 3 exempts from the provisions of sections 1 and 2 those members of the 
Fleet Reserve and Fleet Marine Corps Reserve transferred thereto after 16, 20, or 
more years of service in the Regular Navy or Marine Corps. 

As section 1 is no longer operative, and as the only categories of the Fleet 
Reserve and Fleet Marine Corps Reserve currently in use are exempted by section 
3 from the time limitation imposed by section 2, this statement concerns primarily 
section 2 of the act. 

Section 2 of the act of January 19, 1929, is quoted: 

“No advance payment to assigned members of the Fleet Reserve or Marine 
Corps Reserve, no payment of compensation for the performance of drills, equiva- 
lent instruction or duty, appropriate duty or for administrative functions, nor any 
payment accruing to members of the Naval Reserve or Marine Corps Reserve 
subsequent to July 1, 1925, shall be made upon any claim unless such claim shall 
have been filed with the General Accounting Office within three years from the 
expiration of the quarter in which the right to such payment acerued: Provided, 
That no claim shall be debarred if submitted within one year from January 19, 
1929.” 

When this 3-year statute of limitations on claims by members of the Naval 
Reserve and Marine Corps Reserve was enacted, there was no general statute of 
limitations on the filing of claims in the General Accounting Office. A general 
10-year statute of limitations on the filing of claims with the General Accounting 
Office was enacted in 1940 by the act of October 9, 1940 (ch. 788, 54 Stat. 1061; 
31 U. 8. C. 71a). This general statute of limitations did not, however, affect the 
provisions of section 2 of the act of January 19, 1929, so that the 3-year statute 
of limitations on the filing of certain claims by members of the Naval Reserve 
and Marine Corps Reserve continues to apply. There is no comparable statute 
of limitations applicable to Reserve personnel of the other armed services. 

The provision of law under discussion specifically bases the limitation on the 
date such claims are filed with the General Accounting Office, and is particularly 
applicable in the case of claims for uniform gratuity by Naval and Marine Corps 
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Reserve officers. The Acting Comptroller General of the United States, in a 
letter to the Secretary of the Navy, dated January 27, 1953, B—-109114, stated 
that his Office has had to deny many uniform gratuity claims, otherwise valid 
and properly payable, because they were not filed in his office within the stipulated 
time, including a number of such claims which bad been received in the Navy 
Department within the 3 years but which had not been forwarded to the General 
Accounting Office within that time. This creates an inequitable situation be- 
tween members of the Naval and Marine Corps Reserve, and members of the 
Reserve components of the other armed services, and results in denial to certain 
reservists the payment of claims properly and timely submitted but which through 
no fault of the reservist reach the General Accounting Office after the 3-year 
statute of limitations has expired. 

No particular difficulty has been encountered in the handling of claims dealing 
with advance payment to assigned members of the Fleet Reserve or Fleet Marine 
Corps Reserve, payment of compensation for drills, equivalent instruction or 
duty, appropriate duty or for administrative functions, all of which are governed 
by the 3-year statute of limitations so far as members of the Naval and Marine 
Corps Reserve are concerned. Nevertheless, the 3-year limitation remains applica- 
bie to any such claims submitted by Naval and Marine Corps Reserve personne! 
while only the 10-year statute of limitations is applicable to similar claims sub- 
mitted by members of the other Reserve components. 

Within a 12-month period ending on December 1, 1954, an average of 36 claims 
of Naval Reserve and Marine Corps Reserve officers for payment of uniform 
allowances were denied monthly solely because the 3-year statute of limitations 
had expired. These were almost exclusively claims for the $50 maintenance 
allowance which accrues to Reserve officers at 4-year intervals after entitlement 
to the initial allowance. 

Instances are of record wherein the officer concerned submitted his claim in 
what appeared to be sufficient time, but delays in processing the claim through 
administrative channels resulted in the claim reaching the General Accounting 
Office after the statute of limitations had expired. By far the majority of cases, 
however, result from Reserve officers not being conscious of the fact that a special 
3-year statute of limitations applies to the filing of this type of claim. 

There appears to be no sound reason for a continuance of the 3-year limitation 
as contained in the act of January 19, 1929, on claims submitted by members 
of the Naval and Marine Corps Reserve. Repeal of that act would subject this 
category of claims, the same as other similar military claims and other claims 
generally, only to the 10-year limitation of the act of October 9, 1940. The 
Acting Comptroller General of the United States, in his letter to the Secretary of 
the Navy referred to herein, stated that his Office perceives no objection to repeal 
of this 3-year statute of limitations, which repeal is now under consideration. 

For the foregoing reasons, enactment of 8. 800 to repeal the act of January 19 
1929, is recommended. 


Colonel Stickney. In 1929 there was no statutory limitation for 
claims before the Comptroller General, and then this act was passed 
which created a statutory limitation of 3 years for claims by the Navy 
and Marine Corps for retainer pay, drill pay, uniform gratuity, and 
so forth. 

In 1940 a general statute of limitations was passed for 10 years, 
which covered all such claims before the Comptroller General. 

We seek relief so that we can come under that statute, the same as 
all other Reserve components. 

Chairman Russeiu. In other words, you have a 3-year limitation 
statute which remains, whereas the other services have 10 years? 

Colonel Stickney. That is correct. 

Chairman Russe.u. I suppose it would be impossible to ascertain 
exactly what the bill would cost, but it would be a very small amount? 

Colonel Stickney. Actually it makes no difference in budgetary 
requirements. 
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Chairman Russextu. And actually, some fellows who did not file 
claims in 3 years might have thought there was 4 years? 

Colonel Stickney. That is correct. 

We had very little trouble with any of the claims other than the 
uniform gratuity claims, and those claims have been filed, in many 
cases, with the Department in due time, within the 3-year period, but 
by the time they are processed and come into the Comptroller Gen- 
eral’s Office, then it is too late. 

Chairman RusseELtu. And this makes the statute of limitations 
uniform as between all of the services? 

Colonel Sticknny. That is correct. 

Chairman Russsuiu. Thank you very much. 

Any questions, gentlemen? 

Senator Kmrauver. Do you have any particular claims pending 
now that cause you to ask for this relief at this time? 

Colonel Stickney. I am sorry, I didn’t catch that. 

Senator Kerauver. Are there any claims by reservists, naval or 
marine reservists, that are now pending which this statute would 
take care of? 

Colonel Stickney. Yes, sir. 

Up to 1954, the claims in the average case—that is, from 1929 to 
1954, the claims averaged about 76 a month. 

We have run a computation on the last year, the last 12 months, 
and the Navy has 352 claims, the Marine Corps 111, 87 of which 
were denied because of the statute. 

Senator Kerauver. Was it largely because they just forgot to file 
the claims or what? 

Colonel Sticknry. It is made up of two elements: 

First, the processing period, they had been filed in time, but had 
not gotten to the Comptroller General’s Office within the specified 
period. 

The other would be the fact that these officers forget or do not 
know that there is a 3-year limitation, and therefore have not filed 
their claims. 

Chairman Rvussevti. Any further questions? 

(No response.) 

Chairman Russe.y. Thank you. 


S. 11389—To Extenp tue Existinc AurHority ror THE LOAN OF 
A SMALL AIRCRAFT CARRIER TO THE GOVERNMENT OF FRANCE 


Chairman Russety. We will next take up S. 1139. This bill 
proposes to extend to 1958 the existing authority of the Department 
of the Navy to loan to the Government of France an aircraft carrier. 

We passed this authority in 1953. The act was approved August 
5, 1953, and was effective until 6 months after the cessation of hostil- 
ities in Indochina, or 5 years after the date of this act, whichever is 
earlier. 

As I understand it, the Chief of Naval Operations is anxious that 
this ship be continued on loan to the French, and wishes to have 
authority to let them keep the vessel clarified. 

The Department witness on this bill is Rear Adm. Howard E. Orem. 
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STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. HOWARD E. OREM, ASSISTANT 
CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS FOR PLANS AND POLICY 


Admiral Orem, is there any classified matter in your statement? 

Admiral Orem. Not in my statement, sir; no. 

I have prepared a statement, and I am prepared to read the state- 
ment or proceed to express the substance of it. 

Chairman Russe.u. It is a short statement; suppose you proceed 
to read it. 

Admiral Orem. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
the purpose of this proposed act is to amend section 2, Public Law 
188, 83d Congress, thereby authorizing a continuance of the loan of 
the light aircraft carrier Bois Belleau, formerly the U. S. S. Belleau 
Wood, to the Government of France. The loan was originally author- 
ized by the act of August 5, 1953 (67 Stat. 363), which provided for 
the return of this carrier— 
six months after the cessation of hostilities in Indochina, as determined by the 
President, or five years after the date of this Act, whichever is earlier. 

The French Govenment has requested that the loan be extended 
until they have completed the carrier Clemenceau, estimated by them 
to be operational in late 1958 or early 1959. The French desire this 
extension in order to organize and train an antisubmarine warfare 
group which they will commit to NATO forces. 

The Chief of Naval Operations has recommended that this request 
be granted with a loan terminal date of June 30, 1958. While no 
proclamation has been made by the President terminating hostilities 
for the purposes of Public Law 188, various official statements have 
been made which recognize that hostilities have in fact ceased. It 
therefore seems that a clear-cut and definitive legislative authorization 
for this extension is desirable. Such action is concurred in by the 
military services, the Office of the Secretary of Defense, and the 
Department of State. 

This proposed amendment to section 2, Public Law 188, by author- 
izing the extension of the loan of the Bois Belleau would accomplish 
the following: 

1. Enable the French Navy to organize and train an antisubmarine 
warfare group, into which the Bois Belleaw would be integrated, for 
ultimate assignment to NATO. 

2. Enable the French to continue the employment of the experi- 
enced crew now on board and provide for the training of aircraft 
squadrons in antisubmarine warfare. 

3. Maintain this carrier in active operation in the naval forces of 
the free world as opposed to her inactivation and placement in the 
United States Navy Reserve Fleet should she be returned, due to 
current limitations. 

4. Accomplish the saving of funds which would be expended to in- 
activate and preserve the ship. 

Upon enactment of this proposed legislation, the Department of the 
Navy will forward, through the Secretary of Defense to the Secretary 
of State for negotiation, a new draft loan agreement incorporating 
appropriate stipulations governing the extension of the loan of the 
Bois Be lleau. 

Chairman Russe.u. Senator Saltonstall, any questions? 
Senator SALTONsTaALL. I have no questions. 








a 




















MISCELLANEOUS BILLS 


ee 
~] 


Chairman Russe... Senator Kefauver? 

Senator Kerauver. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Russeuu. Senator Flanders? 

Senator FLanpers. No questions. 

Chairman Russevu. Senator Stennis? 

Senator Srpnnis. No questions, 

Chairman RussE.u. Senator Bridges? 

Senator Bripces. If we become engaged in a conflict, what is our 
right as far as our airplane carrier is concerned? 

“Admiral Orem, We have a bilateral agreement with France; we 
will have a recapture clause, if the vessel is needed by the United 
States. 

Senator Bripces. How long would it take? 

Admiral Orem, That, of course, I think would depend on the cir- 
cumstances at, the time, but I would think that it would be probably a 
matter of 1 month, 2 months, or so. 

That is a very approximate guess, Senator, but I cannot see any 
reason why they could not direct the ship to sail for the United States, 
to be turned over to any port. 

Senator Bripvgxs. That is fully protected in the agreement? 

Admiral Orem. That is a part of the law, but this amendment 
tends to modify one aspect by which—— 

Senator SatronsTaLu. Mr, Chairman, may I ask a question? 

Chairman Russetut. Had the admiral answered your question, 
Senator Bridges? 

Admiral Orem (examining documents). I am just trying to pick 
that out of this paper. 

Chairman Russge.u. Senator Saltonstall, I think he ought to answer 
Senator Bridges’ question first. 

Senator SatronstaLb. I beg your pardon. 

Admiral Orem (reading): 

The Government of the United States. may, however, request the return of the 
carrier at any earlier date if such action is necessitated by its own defense require- 
ments; 

They shall proceed to deliver the vessel in accordance with paragraph 
16. 

Senator Bringes. All right; thank you. 

Chairman Russe.y. Senator Saltonstall has a question he wishes to 
propound now, Admiral. 

Senator SaALToNsTALL. Following up the thought that Senator 
Bridges expressed, in your prepared statement you have up here in 
the early part, that the original act of August 5, 1953, provided for 
the return of this carrier— 


six months after the cessation of hostilities in Indochina, as determined by the 
President, or five years after the date of this Act, whichever is earlier. 


Now, why not amend that language so that it would read as follows: 
* * * six months after requested by the President, or five years after the date of 
this Act, whichever is earlier. 

That would not pin this down so you would have to upset the thing 
if something happens and we wanted the carrier back before 5 years. 

This gives the alternative to the President, but it says nothing about 
the cessation of hostilities; it does leave it open to the President to 
get the boat back if we wanted it. 
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Admiral Orem. As I understand your proposal, if I understand it 
correctly, you would limit the time m which we could recapture to a 
minimum of 6 months. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. No, sir—oh; yes, yes. 

Admiral Orem. I do not think it would be advisable to do that, if 
we should determine tomorrow that it was to our best interest to 
recapture the boat. 

Chairman Russeiu. Well, while the act provides these periods of 
time, as a matter of fact the agreement with the French provides that 
at any time it is necessary for the defense of the United States, we can 
get the ship back? 

Admiral Orem. That is the law now. 

Chairman Russguu. Yes, sir. 

And I believe the testimony here at one time was, you could probably 
get this ship back from France quicker than you could reactivate it if 
you had it moth-balled. 

Admiral Orem. Well, that is a matter of opinion; it depends on 
where the ship is and the conditions under which it is operated. It 
would take from 30 to 60 days for reactivation if it were moth-balled. 

This is just modifying one small aspect of the original law. 

Chairman Russsxu. Any further questions of the admiral? 

Senator We.xer. I would like to ask a question. 

Admiral, how big is this carrier, the flight deck, and can it be used 
for jets? 

Admiral Orem. This carrier is a light carrier, and we would probably 
employ it for two primary reasons: (1) Antisubmarine operations and 
(2) transport operations. 

It is not suitable for jet aircraft; it is too small; the flight deck is just 
slightly over 600 feet. 

Chairman Russe.u. Any further questions? 

(No response. ) 

Chairman Russetui. Thank you, Admiral. 

The committee will now go into executive session, and we will ask 
all of the visitors to leave. 

(Whereupon the committee went into executive session.) 


x 





